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This is an oral history interview with Mr. George
Nesterczuk, formerly the United States Office of Personal
Management senior advisor to the OPM Director and the
Department of Defense. The interviewer is Diane T. Putney.
It’s August 26th, 2008, and the interview is taking place
at the OSD Historical Office, Arlington, Virginia. The
purpcse of this interview is to record your experience, Mr.
Nesterczuk, with the evolution of the National Security
Personnel System, NSPS, at the Department of Defense. A
transcript of the interview will be preserved as a
permanent NSPS record and may be used as source material
for a DoD history of NSPS.

On to the first question. Please briefly describe your
background in terms of your professional experience with
personnel matters and the positions you have held relating
to personnel management up to the time when you first
became involved with the NSPS.

My experience with federal personnel goes back to around
1980, at the beginning of the Reagan administration, when I
was on the transition team for the Office of Perscnnel
Management. I subsequently worked at OPM for over four

years as associate director. I held various positions
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there. Key responsibilities among these included
performance management and performance-based pay systems.
In 1983 we introduced the Performance Management and
Recognition System (PMRS), which required enacting
legislation. Subsequently, I spent some time in DoD,
working personnel issues, specifically an initiative to try
to capture senior scientific and engineering positions in a
classification system. I then moved on to the Department
of Transportation. I left the government at the end of 1986
and was later recruited, in 1995, to head up the staff, as
Staff Director, of the Civil Service Subcommittee in the
House of Representatives. I spent five years doing that.
The subcommittee operated within the Government Reform and
Oversight Committee. I left that position in January 2000.
Basically we covered the full gamut of personnel matters
during those five years. OPM Director Kay James called me
in December of 2003 once the NSPS had been enacted and
asked me to come back to help lead the OPM contributiocns to
NSPS. 1In between my departure from the Hill and that call
I had stayed involved in personnel matters working on the
Department of Homeland Security creation, specifically,
addressing the personnel aspects within that legislation.
You mentioned you got a call from Director Kay Coles James.

That leads into the next question: When and how did you



first become involved with the Department of Defense
National Security Personnel System (NSPS)?

I had tracked some of the early, regulatory initiatives
that preceded the NSPS when the Department of Defense was
trying to find some regulatory means to address pay and
performance issues using extensions of the demonstration
authorities that they had. That was for, I guess, several
months in 2003. Then in December, she called me. I was
out of the country at the time. I came in and met with her
in January to discuss what she had in mind. It was at that
point, late January 2004, when she asked if I would
consider coming in to take on that effort for OPM; OPM as a
joint partner with DoD. I agreed to do it and I came back
to OPM at the end of February.

What guidance did you receive from Kay Coles James? What
were your responsibilities and what kind of staff support
at OPM did you have?

The guidance I had was basically to coordinate all of the
NSPS related resources within OPM and to head up that team.
That involved the Policy Directorate at OPM, the Office of
the Director, some of the senior advisors of the Director,
the Office of Legislative Affairs, and the Office of Public
Affairs. I was to make sure that all components of OPM

that had a vested interest in the regulations would be



involved and would provide the support for the Department
of Defense in executing its portion of the joint effort.
That’s the guidance I had. She also wanted to make sure
that it was a cooperative effort. There had been some
tension preceding my arrival, and the OPM/DoD relationship
appeared to be dysfunctional at the time. Since I had
previous experience on Capitol Hill and in my prior venues
at OPM in dealing with the Department of Defense, Director
James thought that I might be a credible representative of
OPM in the effort.

I have a few gquestions about the NSPS legislation and the
need for it at this point. Secretary Rumsfeld, Secretary
Gordon England, Secretary David Chu all complained in
public that under the General Schedule system it took too
long to hire somecne. The average time was three months.
From your perspective, why were Rumsfeld, England, and Chu
so frustrated with the hiring process? Why did it take so
long and how did it come about that DoD operated with a
personnel system under which it took three months to hire
someone?

It probably took a lot longer than three months. For many
key positions it probably took much longer than three
months. I think that the basis of frustration may have

been when key vacancies arose. The announcement process,



the search process, the outreach wouldn’'t always lead to
the best selection as well. 1It’s a competitive labor
market, the needs of the department, particularly after
9/11, were changing dramatically in terms of the need to
respond to changing mission requirements, and to refocus
and redirect existing resources. The personnel system
doesn’t lend itself to much flexibility. DoD needed more
flexibility and a better competitive posture to reach the
right people. The competitive environment underscores the
need for a more flexible pay system as well. The pay
system in Civil Service is extremely rigid (the General
Schedule) and tied to the classification system. It does
not provide sufficient recognition of peoples’ performance
in setting initial pay as well as once someone is on board.
All of those things were problematic. In addition, the
DoD, much more so than other civil and federal agencies in
the government, has a tremendous overhead of union
contracts. There were close to 1,500 bargaining units at
the Department of Defense. The overwhelming majority of
unionized labor in the federal government is in the
Department of Defense. Further, each of the DoD
installations scattered all over the country is potentially
an independent bkargaining unit, and some of the larger

facilities have a number of bargaining units, each






